REMARKS 

I. Introduction 

Claims 1 to 18 are pending in the present application with the addition of 
new claim 18. Claims 14 to 17 have been amended herein without prejudice. No new 
matter has been added. In view of the foregoing amendments and the following remarks, 
it is respectfully submitted that claims 1 to 18 are allowable. 

II. Telephonic Interview 

On September 24, 2009, Applicants' representative, Jason Mueller (Reg. 
No. 58,603) spoke with Examiner Khanh B. Pham regarding the status of the currently 
pending Office Action. Examiner Pham confirmed the current Office Action, dated 
March 25, 2009, as indicated in the Office Action Summary, is a non-final office action. 
The indication of page 10 of the Office Action that action is "final" was an error. 

III. Rejection of Claims Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 1, 3 to 13, 15 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over United Network for Organ Sharing "UNet User's Manual" 
("UNet") and in view of UNOS Organ Information Service ("UNOS"). Claims 2, 14 and 
16 are rejected as being unpatentable over UNet and UNOS further in view of U.S. Patent 
Application No. 2004/0255081 ("Arnouse"). It is respectfully submitted that the 
rejections of claims 1 to 17 should be withdrawn for at least the following reasons. 

UNet generally describes an organ placement system that matches 
potential donors, which are entered in the UNet system, with potential recipients, which 
are also entered in the UNet system. 

UNOS generally describes a data collection and dissemination tool for the 
organ sharing community. The UNOS system includes an OIS Notes Database that has 
"one Notes server . . . that is accessed by remote users via modem or by the UNOS Organ 
Center over the UNOS Pathworks network." See page 17. As set forth on page 15 of 
UNOS: 



6 



It is important to understand that all data and relationships 
between the data are stored locally and the Notes server. 
When a user modifies a Donor document on their local 
machine that modification cannot be seen by other until 
replication occurs. . . . The field user will not receive all of 
the Donor Information documents that are on the server, 
they will only receive the ones they have composed, and 
the ones that have their user name in the Reader Names 
field. 

Independent claim 1 recites, inter alia, software in communication 
with an interface server means and a database server means that enable access to 
data related to donors and recipients and an import means for receiving and tracking 
donor information from at least one external database and adding said donor 
information to said data. Independent claims 7 and 13 include similar features. 

UNet does not teach or suggest at least these features of independent 
claims 1, 7 and 13. Indeed, in UNet there is no means for interacting with an external 
database. As discussed on page 19 of UNet the term "Import Donor" the term 
"Import Donor" refers to a donor from outside an OPO's donor service area (i.e., 
another state). This term does not refer to importing donor information from another 
database to UNet. 

UNOS also does not teach or suggest at least the aforementioned 
features of independent claims 1, 7 and 13. Indeed, UNOS merely describes an OIS 
Notes Database that has one Notes server that is accessed by remote users via 
modem. Nowhere does UNOS describe software in communication with an interface 
server means and a database server means that enable access to data related to 
donors and recipients and an import means for receiving and tracking donor 
information from at least one external database and adding said donor information to 
said data. 

The Office Action does not rely on Arnouse for teaching or suggesting 
software in communication with an interface server means and a database server 
means that enable access to data related to donors and recipients and an import means 
for receiving and tracking donor information from at least one external database and 



7 



adding said donor information to said data, as recited in independent claims 1, 7 and 
13. Indeed, Arnouse does not teach or suggest at least these features. 



to 12, 14 and 15 ultimately depend from independent claim 7, and claims 16 and 17 
depend from independent claim 13, it is respectfully submitted that claims 2 to 6, 8 to 12 
and 14 to 17 are patentable over the references relied upon for at least the reasons more 
fully set forth above in support of the patentability of independent claims 1, 7 and 13. 

In view of all of the foregoing, withdrawal of the rejections under §103 are 
respectfully requested. 

IV. New Claim 18 

New claim 18 has added to the present application. It is respectfully 
submitted that new claim 18 is allowable. 

V. Conclusion 

In light of the foregoing, Applicants respectfully submit that all pending 
claims are in condition for allowance. Prompt reconsideration and allowance of the 
present application are therefore earnestly solicited. 



Since claims 2 to 6 ultimately depend from independent claim 1, claims 8 



Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: September 25, 2009 
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